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THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM IN HIGHER EDUCATION
INSTITUTE OF HIGHER EDUCATION

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

The doctoral program in higher education at the University of Georgia
was developed in response to requests from the College of Education and
other academic units on the UGA campus. Instruction at the doctoral level
was not an original charge to the Institute of Higher Education and was not
envisioned as a responsibility in 1964 when the Institute was initiated. The
Institute was, however, the most logical and the best staffed wilt within
which to develop a doctoral program in higher education. Program planning
and course development began in 1968, in cooperation with Dr. Daniel J.
Sorrells who w, then in the College of Education, and the first students were
admitted in 1969. Two years later, three of those students became the first
grsaduates of the doctoral program.

When the first degrees were awarded, an administrative decision placed
the Institute of Higher Education within 'the College of Education for pur-
poses of the graduate program. Explicitly stated at that time and frequently
reinforced since was the expectation that the Institute would remain a service
and research agency of the university of Georgia. The Institute thus acquired
dual responsibilities as a department4f instruction within the Coll+ of
Education and as a public service agency of the University of Georgia. No
funds have been allocated for a department of higher education, but admin
istrative/budgetary relations have bee

The doctoral program thus began
it has continued to operate under arra

cooperative and efficient.
er ambiguous circumstances, and

ents different from the traditional
university/college/department hierarchy. The Institute of Higher Education
is a unique administrative or budgetary unit of the University of Georgia. It
is the only unit on the UGA campus with explicit service, research, and
instructional functions; other units have combinations of these functions but
the Institute is the only unit combining all three. The doctoral program in
higher education is also unique in that no coursework is offered at either the
master's or the undergraduate level. The doctors' program has been devel-
oped within the framework of the University of Georgia's commitment to
public service, and a substantial portion of the program's success must be
attributed to the different learning environment an institute or center can
provide. The doctoral program in higher education has received national
attention for the opportunities given graduate students in the Institute's
service functions and activities (Dressel and Mayhew, 1974).

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
The doctoral program in higher education was initially conceived as

an interdisciplinary program of study that would appeal strongly to stu-



dents with backgrounds in the behavioral and social sciences. More spe-
cifically, it was intended that students maintain disciplinary contact with the
fields they studied at the master's level. It was expected that students with
masters in the behavioral and socii sciences would enter the doctoral program
and would seek to maintain ties with those disciplines by taking at least 20
hours in this major :field at the master's level.

Neither staff selection nor student interests remained compatible with
the original intents. The Institute's service commitments called for experience
and expertise in academic administration, student services, and program
development; the learning needs and interests of applicants reflected back-
;rounds in educatior(al specialties instead, of tkr behavioral and social sciences.

/Degree requirements have continued throughout, however, to specify 20
hours outside the College of Education. Analysis of doctoral coursework
shows that sociology, political science, and management have been,,the most
popular fields of study outside the College of Education (HolbralSk &
1981).

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

A comprehensive re-assessment of the doctoral program In higher
education has been recommended by the Committee on Grduate )urses

and Graduate 'Programs. This recommendation stems from the report or
a graduate school review committee appointed to review the doctoral prot.

_ in higher education three years ago. In recommending the continuance, of the
doctoral program in ,:igher education, the review committee expreKI reier-
vation about the placement of a graduate program within a serviat institute.
Members of the review committee also questioned the locatiori of the Insti-
tute of Higher Education at some distance from the College of Education and
had obvious difficulties in understaoding the functions and activities of the
Institute as they related to the doctoral program. Altitough the criticisms of
the Fevle w committee were answered by the Institute staff in a follow-tip
report, the Institute staff's report was not made available to the ComMittee
on Graduate Courses and Graduate Programs. As the result, the Committee
on Graduate Courses and Graduate Programs responded to the review com-
mittee's criticisms concerning program , objectives, their relationship with
program structure and content, and the advisability of a doctoral program
within a service agency of the University. These are the criticisms that the
self-assessment report primarily addresses,

ETS SELFASSESSMENT SERVICE
The Graduate Program Self-Assessment Service provided by Edu7

cational, Testing Service (ETS) uses confidential questionnaires which are

ks:
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completed by teaching faculty, currently, enrolled students, and recent grad-
uates. The questionnaires have been developed 'in cooperation with commit-
tees of graduate deans and faculty members and are designed to obtain infor-
mation about "quality related program characteristics in seven areas": pro-
gram purposes, faculty training and accomplishments, student ability and per-
formance, resources, academic arid social- environments of the program,
program processes and procedures, and 'alumni athievements.

Each questionnaire contains about 60 statements concerning program
characteristics with an agree-disagree or poor-to-excellent format for re.
sponse. Many statements appear on all three questionnaires, thus allowing
comparisons of faculty, student, and alumni opinions. When completed,
the questionnaires are returned in sealed envelopes, with a brief program
description, to ETS for analysis. No names are requested on the question-
naires and all data are reported in summary form only by ETS. The self-
assessment service is supervised by the Graduate Records Examination Board
and is sponsored by the Council M Graduate Schools in the United States.
The questionnaires themselves are well-designed, easily completed, and par-
ticularly relevant to the purposes and functions of graduate programs.

ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES
In the fall of 1982, a total of 25 graduate students were engaged in the

doctoral program at some stage of academic progression. Forty-six graduates
had completed the program and were employed in various capacities. In
addition to students and alumni, 14 faculty members were identified as having
served on the advisory and examining committees of doctoral students in
higher education' Some faculty members closely involved in the program,
however, could not be contacted. Dr. Daniel J. Sorrells, Professor Emeritus
of Nigher Education, was on the west coast and could not complete a ques-
tionnaire even though he had been actively involved in the program from its
beginning and had served on virtually air the advisory and examining com-
mittees of the 46 graduates.

All 'questionnaires were distributed with a covering memorandum from
the Director of the Institute of Higher Education, stating the purposes of the
questionnaire and requesting cooperation in its completion. Forty-three of
the 46 graduates returned their 'questionnaires in time for inclusion in the
study. Another questionnaire was returned on the day following transmission
of the questionnaires to ET$. Of the currently errrolled graduate students, 21
returned their questionnaires for inclusion in the study. The response rate
of 84% would have been higher had the location and status of four students
been more readily determined. Of thin 14 faculty members completing
questionnaires, five are professional staff members in the Institute of Higher
Education while the other nine are University of Georgia faculty members in
other departments of instruction. This fact should be noted because the

6
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majority of the ,responding faculty members consists of faculty members in
other departments who teach doctoral student; in higher education most of
the 20 hours outside education they arc required to take.

ASSESSMENT RESULTS AND FINDINGS
4 SI

The most relevant findings of the assessment pertain to the 43 grad-
uates who supplied background ..inforination on their subsequent careers.
For this group, the adage number ot years since graduation was four. The
average number of years spent acquiring the degree was three. It is inter-
esting, however, that the average number of years from undergraduate degree
to completion of the doctoral degree was 14, a fact reflecting the admission
requirement of a master's degree and work experience in a collegiate setting
prior to entering the program. The academic achievement of the graduates
is reflected In a 3.02 average undergraduate gradepoirftaverage and a 3.81
average grade - point- average at the graduate level

PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT; A plurality (37%) of the griduates are em-
ployed in PhD-granting universities; 23% are employed in four-year colleges
while 21% are employed in commcnity or two-year colleges. Two of the
graduates have returned to secondary education, one of them being the Head
Master of a !Ate preparatory school in Oklahoma. Two others are self-
employed or in private practice, while three students identify their place
of employment as a nonprofit agency and one graduate indicates that he is
employed in government. No graduate is employed in bus'ness or industry,
although one graduate just recently returned to a college campus after serving
as a management recruiter /developer for a large industrial concern.

PRIMARY DUTIES: In describing the'ir work, 74% of the graduates state
th... they are engaged in administratioh or management. Nine percent desig-
nate their primary activity as teaching, while seven percent have a combi-
nation of research and teaching duties, arItl at least one person is engaged in
research only. One graduate identifies his/her primary activity as the pro-
vision of professional services. All responding graduates are employed full-
time, and report an averase income of $31,248. Only three graduates report
an annual income under 320000, and two graduates report an annual income
over $50,000. When asked about their current use of the doceqral training
they received, 79% of tilt, graduates responded that they use their doctoral
traiAing "quite a bit" or "a great deal." Only one graduate reported that
he did not use his doctoral training in his current employment duties:

When asked if they were under-employed, 65% of the graduates res-
ponded "No" and 28% responded "somewhat." Three graduates believe they
are definitely tinier- employed at the prestPt time, a condition that is dictated
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,

in at least two cases by the employment opportunities available to spouses.
When asked about the help they received in finding a job, the graduates did
not attribute a great'deal of help to the Institute's formal or informal efforts,
the University's Placement Off ice, or openings listed with professional' assn -v .

clations. Apparently the one significant source of assistance for the graduates
was the effort of individual professors. Thirty-three percent of the graduates
thus replied that they had found the assistance of individual professors
"extremely helpful."

RODUCTIVITY: The productivity of the graduates is indicated by the
ppreciable number of publications since the completion of their degree. The

average number far the group is 13, with an average number of seven books
.o monographA,published and an average number of five articles or reviews.
T enty-tincl percent of the graduals stated they have not published at all,
a c ndition that reflects, no doubt, their respective ioh duties and responsi-
bill es. No graduate has received a post-doctoral fellowship and 72% of the
grow have done no further research in the area Of their dissertation, Five of
the siraduates have published articles based on their dissertation. In the past
two *ears, the group has made an average numbkr of seven presentations at
professional -meetings, and 'one .graduate has served as a visiting professor.
The average age of the graduates is now fo' rty-two years. The group is pre-
dornintmtly male (72%) but the number of women graduates has increased
in recent years.

.

. 1
RE ASONS.FOR EARNING DOCTORATE: lir response to a question about
their primary purpose in pursuing the.doctural degree, 81% indicated that
their purpose was preparation for professional practice. One graduate indi-
cated that he had prepared for.research and teaching, while three graduates
indicated personal enrichment, and four individuals indicated "prher.:' When
asked how well ,their doctoral program prepared them for the pri'mary purpose
they had indicated earlier, 70% of the graduates responded "extremealv well."
An additional 28% responded "fairly well"; only one individual'iodicated
that the dpetural program had not prepared .him well for his current duties
si, 1 responsibilities,

CURRENTLY ENROLLED STUDENTS.
Students who are presently involved in the doctoral program in higher

education display slightly different .characteristics from the graduates. Ai-
though 76% of the current students are male, the group includes one Amer-
jean Indian, two Oriental or Asian students, and one Latin Ameafcin student,
Ihre-e of the students currently enrolled thus are foreign students. None of
the currently enrolled students are black; one of the graduates is. The average
age of the group is 36 years.



A majority (52%) of Inc curreotis enrolled students Me ilUtsuin their
degrees while employed ar ;d indicate that they veil remain in their eUffell1
positions upon completion of the degree. Three students expect to return
to their previous employer but to a new position. Only five of the students
indicate that they do not expect to return to their previous employer. A

majority of the students (54%) indicate that they would like a post-doctoral
fellowship upon completion of the degree. Their preferred job activity,
however, is admi,.-istration or management (76%), teaching (10%) and a
combination of research and teaching (10%). Forty-three percent of the
students would like to work in a PhDgranting university, while 38% expressed
a preference for four-year colleges and 19% expressed a preference for com-
munity colleges. These are the only preferences expressed by the currently
enrolled students. None of them expect to go into butiness, or industry, ur
government, or to work in a nonptseit agency,

Sixty-two percent of the currently enrolled students receive no finan
chat aid while pursuing their doctoral studies. The average grade-point-average
for the group is 3.77, a figurethat.may be compahred with a 3.10 they earned
at the undergraduate level, Forty-eight percent of the group state that they
are enrolled full-tim.e,,while 38% Indic to that they are enrolled part-time.
This leaves 14% who were not enrolled at the time they completed the ques-
tionnaire.

For the group, -the average number' of years between undergraduate
degree and enrollment in the doctoral program is nine years. The average
number of years of enrollment in the program itself is three years and the
expected number of years remaining for completion of degree requirements
is two years, Two of the currently enrolled students have published four or
more articles in prolessionallournals.

TEACHING FACULTY
Faculty members serving on the advisory and the examining commit

tees of students in the doctoral program are, as would he expected, pre-

, dominantly full professors (57%). Two of the professors, however, bold
rank at the associate level, white another two hold rank as assistant pro.
fessors. With the exception Of one parf-time position, these faculty members
are employed full-time. Sixty-four percent of the group hold the PhD, while
36% hold another doctoral degree. A majority of the group (79%) are tenured
at the University of Georgia.

The average number of years since receiving their own doctoral degree
is 18 years and the average number of years of teaching experience in a uni-
versity is .17 years, As a group, these faculty memberS spend 4604: of their
time teaching and advisirig students, 25% of their time in research or scholar-
ship, and 29% of their time in administration or other duties. The average

age of the group is 50 years.



In the past two years, faculty members in this group have made art
average number of eight presentations at regional m' national professional
meetings. As a group, they spend an average number of 17 day,, away from
the campus in professional activities such as presentations and consultations,
Their scholarly 'productivity is reflected in an average of 40 journal articles
and/or reviews, an average of ten books or monographs, and an average total
of at least 50 publications. In the last three years, the teaching faculty in this
group have published an average of eight professional articles or book chap-
ters, two scholarly book reviews, one book, one edited hook, and two mono,
graphs. Three of the faculty members have published over 75 ankles, reviews
or monographs during their careers and indicate from 16 to 25 articles and
reviews in the past three years.

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

As a means of analyzing and interpreting the detailed questionnaire
data, ETS has developed scales for selected clusters Of questiongaire items.
Sixteen scales have been developed and the mean scale:. score for faculty,
students, and alumni on each of these scales is reported in Table 1. As shown
in the table, each scale is a foie-point scale with the direction of the scale
being.dependent on the response format. This means simply that some scales
have been inverted so as to present preferred or favorable responses AS "high"
scale scores.

The distinctive feature of the reported scale scores is the consistency of
opinion reflected by faculty members, students, and graduates of the doctoral
program, With .a single exception, the average. Kale score reported for the
tbree groups exceeds 31 on a four-point scale. That single exception is the
rated satisfaction of currently enrolled students with their assistantships, a
finding based on the. responses'. of only four students and excluding the
opinions of marly graduz,es who served as student assistants.

The mr-n ratings reported in Table 1 are, of course, subject to inter
pretation. Coe rule of thumb that might be applied is to look at the mean

' ratings in relation to their standard deviations. If the respective standard
deviation is relatively small (i.e. less than .50), the mean rating shoulri reflect
significant agreement on that particular scale. If the standard deviation is
relatively large (i.e. greater than .50), this could suggest a variance of opinion
that should be examined carefully, Far example, the mean rating of graduates
or alumni on the "Faculty ,Concern for Students" mak is 3.36 but the stan
lard deviation Is .63, one of the larger indices of variation found for the 16
scales. For ratings on a four-point scale, this variance of opinion implies that
some respondents have expressed "unfavorable" or "dissatisfied" opinions
concerning faculty attitudes toward students. Another way of stating this
implication is that not all graduates of the program have enjoyed a thor-
oughly satisfying relationship with all members. of the ,faculty an obser-



TABLE 1

FACULTY. S TUDEN , AND GR ADUA 1 E RA T INGS ON tLF.ASS1SSMi NT SC AILS

Scale Descriptions

1. Environment for Learning:

Mutual respect arts concern
between students and faculty;
helpfulness of other students',
openness to new Ideas and
points %iv* .

2. Scholarly Excellence:

Accomplishments of faculty;
ability of students; and
intellectual stimulation in
the program.

3. Quality of Teaching,

Group

Faculty

Students

Alumni

Faculty

Students

Alumni

Faculty
'Faculty receptivity, to new
ideas; their helpfulness to Students
students in courseworkgrading
standards; preparation for Alumni
class.

4. Faculty Concern for Students.
Faculty

Interest in professional
development of students; awareness Students
of student /needs and interests;
availability to students; Alumni
openness to suggestions.

5. Curriculum:
Faculty

Variety and depth of coursework.
program flexibility; opportunities Students
for individual projects; relations
with other departments. Alumni

6. Departmental Procedures
I acuity

Relevance of policies and actions,
advisement and evaluation of Students
&dents; administration of
degree requirements. Alcirrml

-8-

3.37 .47

3.36 .44

3.1) .48

3.20 .61

3.38 .46

3.27 .62

3.30 .45

3.19 .56

3.43 .52

3.27 .55

3.36 .63

3.42 .56

3.18 .60

3.25 SO

3.36 .4 5

3.23 .53

3.32 55

11,



etAtinv,s tin Self -Avbev.rnent

Asa! lahle Resources

(a..

Adtiquacy of financial and
physical resources, quaiitir
of facilities such as
library and computer center:
their 4,440 thilitV to students.

a '

Student lommitmentiMotivation

f aculiy.

4itUt.14:11tS

Alumni

4

3 2$

fl

5S

a't
4.

1 32, ,tit)

1..itutts 3 21 3$
Enthusiastic involvement with
field of study: willinspless,to Students 3.39 54

do unassigned readings, effats
to preriare for classes and Alumni
to persist in prograin

Student .Satisfaclion,
."

judgments of students about
what they have learned, their
preparation for career, and
willingness to iVtommetod
programs to others.'

10. Student Assiaantships,

Oraribution of experienct,
as an assistant to academic
ant irofeSSiG.441 development,

DepartmAtal Performance:

fatuity iudgmerivf, about
teaching, departmental
management and planning,
and direction or guidance
given

12 1. acuity faivironment.

Satisfaction 'ssitli ublet tises
and procedures, aiLatiemtc
freedom, opportunities
to participate in decisions,
and relations wi'h others.

I acul4

$tudents 3 52 .S5

Alumni '3 59 .50

faculty

s Students 2.75

Aturttni

.9.

aktitts,

t

Students

Arumni

I ticuit,

Student..

12

3.15 41

3 3h 53



Kat illgts SCitAS5.4,8.s,Otetit `.1.1/4 AIL'S It.:011tMUCeti

1 i iiisseitation Lvperienues.

jilgruents ton dissertation
topics and requirements,
ommirtees, standards

applied, and relevance to
professional development

14, Value fOf LIOMOVOICItt

Relevance of education for
subsequent careers; lodgments
about coursewoork, f4tulq,
and academic standards.

ReSCA101

Recognition given f,acuit in
research, scholarly writing,
service as editors and
referees, and obtaining
research funds.

It, Professional Activities

service Of faculty on national
urnrnittees or panels, in

'regional Of national associations;
and other kinds of professional
ssability.

I ai.olty

Students

Alumni

f acuity

3 2 .44

Students

Alumni 3.22 :44

I acults 46,ti .35

14X

tic 11 Nurntier of respondents v.111 vary by ont c 13 faculty responses instead of 14! or
more bet Aust. all respondents did nut answer all questions:,

SC Air It) situ%s 'maim of ant, four students presently Vrving ds grailuilte assistants.

%hew no mean ratings art` shown for group, that SkJIC sAtiS. not tl.trt rat IN- L400,11011.

riatir (.0111pkit'd hi that group
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vation frequently made in other contexts about graduate ethical ion in gerierat.
A more direct implication of such variances in response would be the

"targeting" of areas, activities, or functions that we professional staff should
study more closely. This is readily accomplished by examining the specific
items that make up a particular scale, It .):"Iould be possible to identify the
"specifics of the case" and it should be poxsible for the professional staff to
improve the particular activity. or function abiarut which survey respondents
have expressed some degree of 'reservation.

ANALYSIS OF SCALES AND ITEMS
The data reported by ETS permit intensive analysis of the 16 scales

and the particular items that et ,nprise each scale, For the purposes of this
report, scales and items are analyzed as they relate to the criticisms of the
review committee, In most instances, it will suffice to shim the mean ratings
by respondent group for specific items constituting a scale, Where the fre-
quency of responses to a specific item can he informatiVe, further analysis
of the item responses will be presented. Throughout the report, however, the
major emphasis should be placed on survey findings that have implications
for the continued improvement of the doctoral program in higher education,

Administrative and Fiscal Control
If the placement of a doctoral program in a service institute

was "the basic problem" to the review committee, the location of the
doctoral program is not a problem of any consequence to responding
faculty, students, and alumni. The scales for learning environment,
scholarly excellence, quality of teaching, and faculty concern for stu-
dents may be examined in detail with no implication that the doc.
total program in higher education is physically or academically mis-
placed.

A breakout of the items on the learning environment scale
firmly endorses a climate or atmosphere for learning in which differ-
ences in viewpoint are encouraged, students and professors enjoy each
other's respect, and studclts work cooperatively in meeting academic
demands. Lesser ratings are recorded for "team or joint effort" with
in the Institute and by the alumni for "receptivity to new ideas."
Ratings for the former are related, no doubt, to the "loUse style" of
administration within the Institute and the rating by alumni is ex-
plained, in part, by the manner in which the doctoral program was
originally structured. Several changes in the orsanization of the pro-
gram have already teen effected, but the lack of team effort is not
seen as necessitating a new style of administration or management.

Mean ratings for the items dealing with scholarly excellence or
productivity are consistently' computed as 3.0 or higher. There is



TABLE. 2

BREAKDOWN OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALE

Item

Mean Ratings by

FAcultv ' Student Alumni

Encouragement of different
scholarly views

3,31 3,52 3.51

Mutual respect between
students and professors

3.62 337, 3.63

Team or joint effort within
department

2.77 2.95 2.69

Lac'k of exploitation of
students by professors

3.46 3.15 3.33

Mutual support and help among
students in meeting'academic
demands

3.62

p

3.81 3.77

Receptivity to new idea;
and ways of (1 sing things

3.46 3.10 2.88

-12-
1,5



TABLE 3

SCHOLARLY EXCELLENCE AND FACULTY CONCERN FOR STUDENTS

Faculty Student' AlumniItem

Mean Ratings by:

Scholarly Excellence Scale:

Intellectual environment 3.23 3.29 3.23

Students' scholarship and A.)

research ability
3.00 3.20 3.05

Faculty's scholarship and
research ability

3.23 3.62 3.33

"This doctoral program is
one of the best in the 'field."

323 33 3.37

Fatly Concern for Students Scale:

Faculty interest in students'
welfare and professional
development

3.62 3.67 3.69

Many opportunities exist for
faculty-student interaction
outside class

3.08 2.70 2.95

Accessibility of faculty to
students

3.69 3,35 3.53

Good faculty-student communi-
cation regarding students'
needs, concerns, suggestions

3.46 3.29 3.30

Overall faculty-student relations 331 3 29 3.30



TABLE 4

BREAKDOWN OF QUALITY OF TEACHING SCALE.

hem

Mean Ratings by

Students Alumni

, I

Faculty Preparation for Courses

Evaluation Procedures

Constructive Criticism

Overall Quality

Teaching Methods

Faculty Helpfulness

Faculty Awareness of New Ideas

Ii
3.14

3.38

3.26

3.14

3,05

3.43

3.71

3.15

3.30

3.28

3.07

2.84

3.28

3.43

14 17



appreciable consensus in Table 3 that the doctoral pr am is "one of
the best" and that the institute i$ "an intellectually slim Ling place
for doctoral students to study."

The variance of opinion concerning faculty concern for students,
which was mentioned previously, can be seen in Table 3 as attributable
to a lack of opportunity for "interictitii outside the 'classroom."
F*ulty interest in students, their accessibility to students, communi-
cation between the two groups, and overall faculty/st4lent relations
are consistently rated at 3.2 or higher.

On the seven items comprising the quality of teaching scale, the
single mean rating below 3.05 in Table 4 has been tomputed for the
alumni. This finding is attributable in part, to the fact that many of
the earlier graduates /re taught by faculty members no longer at the
University of Georgia a fact that was pointeid out by two of the
graduates who phoned to explain the "low rating" they were compelled
to give.

The gist of these findings must be that iaculty, students, and
alumni are in significant agreement about the learning environment
provided by the Institute, its scholarly climate, the quality of teaching,
ancrthe faculty's concern for students. Students and alumni perceive
the Institute as an "environment" conducive to doctoral study and
they express appreciation of the intellectual and/or academic stimu-
lation they have received.

Program Objectives and Resources
The appropriateness of program objectives, the ease of intra-

campus Communications, and the use of other campus resources can be
addressed by exAmining the responses of faculty, students, and grad-
uates to specific items on the curriculum, departmental procedures, and
available resources scales. As shown in Table 5, the mean ratings of
faculty, students, and graduates suggest substantial agreement about the
depth and variety of course offerings, opportunities that students have
to pursue individual projects, and the flexibility of program require-
ments in meeting student needs. Students and alumni rate the inter-
action of their doctoral program and related disciplines below the 3.0
they have given other curricular matters, but it is not obvious how the
term "related disciplines" may have been interpreted. It Is reasonably
certain that students and alumni interpreted "related disciplines" as
the twentyhours-outside.education they take.

More' directly related to the appropriateness' of program objec.
thin are items on the departmental procedures scale pertaining to
"agreement between degree requirements and stated objectives," the
relevance of degree requirements to anticipated work in the field, and
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TABLE 3

CURRICULUM AND PROGRAM PROCEDURES

item

Mean Ratings by:

Faculty Student Alumni

Curriculum Scale:

Intecaction between department
and other related disciplines

Depth in subject matter in
course offerings

Opportunities for students to
pursue indhilr)ual projects

Variety of course and program
offerings

Flexibility of prograftto meet
student needs

Depnental Procedures Scale:

Department helps graduates find
appropriate employment

Agreement between degree require-
ments and stated objectives of
department

Relevance of courses in related
fields to meet degree require-
menu

Administration of degree
requirements

Relevance of degree require.
menu to anticipated'work

Quality of advising

3.1V

3.31

3.77

2.85

3.19

3.45

2.95

3.19

3.42

3.31 3.10 3.33

3.54 3.33 3.40

3.85 3.21 3.00

3.43 3.42 3.60

3.23 3.21 3.47

3.54 3.47 3.47

3.54 3.32 3.36

3.05 3.21

-16-
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the relevance of courses in related fields to degree requirements. On
these three items no mean rating by the three groups falls below 3.2
and graduates of the program, as discussed previously in connection
with their personal characteristics, give the compatibility of program
objectives and requirements a firm 1.6 rating. This interpretation is
borne out by the finding that only one faculty member, one student,
and one graduate rated the agreement of degree requirements and
stated objectives as "fair." None of the 88 respondents rated the agree-
ment as "poor."

In terms of the resources available to doctoral students, all
three groups of respondents are in agreement ab'out the quality of
library holdings (M=3.2 or higher). Only the faculty were asked at:out
the adequacy of physical and financial resources, however, and at
least one faculty mernbir has indicated that these are "poor." Two
faculty members have rated these resources "fair" while the remaining
ten respondents mprd resources as "good" or "excellent." With
respeA to facilities and equipment, graduates of the program have
assigned lower ratings (M=2.8) than -faculty (M=3.1,) or ndents
(M=3.0). Although Might, this variance of opinion could ea try be A
function of when the alumni were engaged in their doctoral studies.

1 candid interpretation of scalei and items related to program
requirements and stated objectives should underscore their compati-
bility to each other and their relevance to anticipated work in the
field. Faculty, students, and alumnae in significant agreement about
the depth and variety of cobrsework and opportunities that facilitate
.student learning. Only In the matter of physical facilities and finan-
cial resources is there a hint of limitations. The professional staff of
the Institute would be most willing to conclude that their physical
facilities should be improved and their financial resources increased.

Student Commitment and Satisfaction
The doctoral program's "general" mission appears to be well-

addressed in scales dealing with student commitment and satisfaction,
faculty performance and expectations, and the experiences of students
in completing their doctoral dissertations and seeking professional
employment. moment findings on these scales and their particular
items imply strongly that the doctoral program is an effective program
of preparation for professional employment; that it serves well the
expectations and preferences of students entering and completing the
program; and that the program is meeting well an obvious societal and
professional need.

Faculty and students are in agreement that student commitment
to the program is substantial. As shown in Table 6, the faculty are not

20



TABLE 6

BREAKDOWN OF STUDENT COMMITMENT/MOTIVATION SCALES

item

.11T....

Mean Ratings by

Faculty Students

Students do a lot of unassigned readingin
the field

2.75 3.05

Students handle course assignments with
care and responsibility

3.58 3,57

Students demonstrate enthusiastic involve-
ment with field in informal discussions

3.25 3.43

Students generally complete projects
successfully despite one or more
setbacks

3..25 3.52

-18-
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certain that students do a great deal of unassigned reading but they
agree that students handle course assignments' well; that they are
enthusiastically involved in their studies; and that they persevere in the
completion of coursework. Students, on the other hand, agree in
Table 7 that they have learned a great deal in the program; that the
program provided good preparation for professional work; that these
would not transfer without good cause; and that they ;would advise
friends to enter the program.

-Faculty perceive in Table 8 no barriers to student learning in
evaluation procedures, teaching methods, and the overall quality of
instruction within the program. They assign the highest single rating
in the entire survey (3.92) to the freedom they have in teaching and
research (see Appendix A for further evidence or the faculty's research
and scholarship).

In Table 9, graduates of the program rate their learning experi-
ences in conducting a dissertation in much. the same manner. The
dissertation is apparently more relevant to the development of pro-
fessional skills and employment demands than it was to the course-
work they, took but they are evidently pleased with the freedom they
had in selecting a topic for study, their opportunities or arrangements
to consult with faculty, and the opportunity or freedom they had for
in4vidual expression.

They are somewhat less plvced with procedures for selecting
. committee members and a major professor an exprestion that makes

sense in view of the limited number of faculty who could serve as major
professors or members of advisory and examining committees. Only
slightly higher is the rating assigned their satisfaction with the super-
vision received in carrying out the requirements of their dissertations.

In judging the value of their doctoral studies for purposes of
employment, graduates of the program give a remarkably informative
evaluation of the program. Mean ratings are 3.1 or higher for all scales
with the exception of "'technical skills" (M=2.9) and the "cultural
or social life of the university" (M=2.4). The value of cotirsework in
higher education and the value of coursework "outside education"
receive exactly the same mean rating (3.2) while the value of "asso-
ciation with major professor" and the value of "experience of working
on the dissertation" receive a mean rating of 3.3 each. Only two
graduates express reservations about their experience as graduate
assistants, and only one graduate regards the knowledge gained in
.coursework or research as of "very little value."

In brief, the assessment results provide commendable evidence
that whatever student needs and expectations might be, the doctoral
program serves those needs and expectations well Survey findings

22



TABLE 7

BREAKDOWN OF S1UDENT SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM SCALE

"I

Mean Ratings by;

hem Students Alumni

have learned a great deal as a doctoral
Vudent in the department"

Dep rtment provides very good prep.
artion for professional work

"I would advise a friend with similar
interest to study in this department"

If I had a chance to go teranother school
without losing Much in transfer, I would
go

:Is .50 3.67

3,47 3.42

3.70 3.67

4 Disagree strongly 60%

3 - Disagree with reservations 25%

2 Agree with reservatiom 10%

I . Agree strongly 5%

Omit 0%

Mean 3.40



k TABLE 8

BREAKDOWN OF FACULTY WORK ENVIRONMENT SCALE

*...........mmge..

Mean Ratings by:

Item Faculty

Faculty satisfaction with academic freedom relative 3.92
to teaching and research

Faculty satisfaction with influence on departmental 3.50
policies and decisions

Compatibility of faculty view of graduate education 3.38
and department's emphasis

Personal relationships among department faculty 3.23

If I had a reasonable offer, I would move to
another university
4 Disagree strongly 62%
3 - Disagree with reservations 15%

2 - Agree with reservations 15%

1 - Agree strongly 0%
Omit 8%

Mean 3.50

I -21- 24



TABLE 9

BREAKDOWN OF ALUMNI DISSERTATION EXPERIENCES SCALE

Item

Mean Ratings by :

Alumni

Integration of dissertation research and coursework

Freedom to select topic

2.88

3.47

Formal and informal arrangements for consultation 3.30
with faculty

Procedures for selecting committee members'and 2.98
major professor

Expected scope of research problem

Satisfaction with supervisory relationship with
committee members and major professor

Opportunity for creative thinking and individual
expression

3.19

3.16

3,26

Relevance of dissertation experience to employment 3.21
demands

Quality of writing expected in final document 3.33

Relevance of dhsertation experience to other 3.33
professional skills
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BREAKDOWN OF VALUE-OF EDUCATiONAL EXPLRILNLL FOR LMPLOY'MLN SLALL

Mean Ratings by ,

Item Alumni

Value of required departmental courses 3,24

Value of coursework in other departments 3.24

Value of association with other professors 3.12

Value of elective departmental courses 3.28

Value of association with major professor 3,37

Value of association with fellow doctoral students 3.28

Value of dissertation experiences 3,37

Value of knowledge gained in course or research work 3.33

Department's standards of scholarly excellence 3.12

Value of technical skills learned . 2.95

Value of experience as a research assistant 3.35

-2326

4



.24.

imjny- strongly that program objectives and faculq expectations are
clearly communkated to students; that the graduates and students
experience no disadvantage whatsoever (ram the placement of the
Mora!" in a service agency of the university; and that program require
menu and content are obviously compatible with stated objectives
and expectations.

PR GRAM IMPROVEMcN T

The implications of self-assessment for program improvement are
mans and direct. Those aspects of the progiani with which students and
alumni are particularly pleased should be strengthened, and activities or
functions for which any reservation has been expressed should be examined
closely, Although only four students expresse some reservation about the
value 'of -their graduate assistantships, the professional staff should make a

concerted effort to make graduateaseistintships more professionally meaning.
ful to students under their supervision:. And although students and alumni
have Oen the faculty "high marks" in the quality of their teaching; the
quality of classroom Instruction is a matter about which all faculty members
should be concerned,

The sum oi selfassessment findings and conclusions may be that the
fabric of the doctoral program in higher education is sound and whole -
but wrinkles and creases do exist. None of these may be peculiar to the
doctoral program in higher education, and all may be more typical of other
gaduate programs In other .fields. But each wrinkle or crease should receive
attention because the resources and capabilitlei of the Institute are conducive
to continued improvement of the doctoral program. The self-assessment has
taken place at a time when other organizational changes suggest opportunities
for improvement. For example, having its own graduate coordinator would
permit the doctoral program to iron out several wrinkles in procedures for
admitting and advising graduate students.

Perhaps the most significant findings of the self-assessment pertain so a

previously recognized need to strengthen the role and responsibilities of the
major professor. Steps have already been taken to strengthen the major
profssor's role by, (1) improving the advice and consultation students
receive on their approved programs of study, (2) placing student internships
directly under the supervision of the major professor, (3) earlier identification
of the student's research Interests and capabilities,, (4) better use of IEHI 765
fur independent study/research proiects, and (5) closer direction and guidance
in all phases of planning, organizing, implementing, and writing the doctoral
dim/nation.

Other results of selfassessment must be interpreted as a strong "vote
of confidence" in the flexibility of program obje,rtives and requirements -
anti their accommodation of diverse learning needs and interests. There are

27
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requirements in two courses that should be tightened; one course that should
he phased out; and a revision of title in another course. But nothing in
the self-a ...,essment findings demands substantial revisions in degree require-
ments as such. If the self-assessment results are read accurately, they fully
endorse the requirement of twenty-hours-outside-education, an internship of
at least one quarter's length, and the "elbow room" given students in their
choke of dissertation topks. In particular, the responses of alumni imply that
minor adjustments In some course requirements, more consistent teaching
styles, and perhaps closer contact with some members of the faculty would
remove the slight dissatisfactions they have expressed. There is other evidence
to suggest that better assistance In the choke of a dissertation took and closer
supervision and direction in writing the dissertation would accomplish most of
the preferred changes graduates of the program would like to see.

In conclusion, this report should emphasize the extensive agreement
that has been found among faculty, students, and alumni. The quality of any
doctoral program is elusive, and pankipants in the self-assessment may or
may not accurately perceive the quality of the doctoral program in higher
education. The responses of 88 participants suggest, nonetheless, a lonsen-
sual validation" of the doctoral program In higher education and testify - we
trust - to its quality.
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APPENDIX A

BREAKDOWN OF FACULTY RESEARCH ACTIVITIES SCALES

Item
Responses by

Faculty

Yes No Mean

Received award or other recognition
for outstanding research or
scholarly writing

journal-referee for professional
articles in the field in last
two years

46%

69%

54%

31%

134

1.31

Received outside funding for
research; etc. in last three

23% 77% 1.77

years

Editor of professional journal
or member of editorial board

77(}6 23% 1.23

Have institutional or department
grant for reseattli this year

38% 62% 1.62

Have funding from outside for
research

23% 77% 1.77

Served orlgovernment or fnun-
dation review committees or
national advisory councils in
last three years

50% 43% 1.46

'Received an avviard or other recogni-
tion for outstanding professional
practice 1

'57% 43% 1.43

Held an office or v3rved on a
committee of state or regional
professional organization

93% Ida 1.07

Received an award or other recog-
nition for Outstanding teaching

57% 43% 1.43

Held an office or served on the
board of national profes.sional,
organization

71% 29% 1.29
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